Abstract: Phenomenologists such as Husserl, Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty reject the kind of scientific naturalism or "scientism" that takes empirical science to be epistemologically and metaphysically privileged over all other forms of enquiry. In this paper, I will consider one of their principal complaints against naturalism, that scientific accounts of things are oblivious to a "world" that is presupposed by the intelligibility of science. Focusing principally upon Husserl"s work, I
Introduction
The aim of this paper is to assess the effectiveness of a criticism of naturalism, voiced by several philosophers in the phenomenological tradition. I will focus exclusively upon Husserl, Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, although others have also made much the same claim: that empirical science and -consequently -scientific naturalism obliviously presuppose rather than succeed in describing the everyday "world". The term "naturalism" is used to refer to a wide range of doctrines, any one of which might be compatible or incompatible with phenomenology for various different reasons. For current purposes, it refers to a philosophical position concerning the relationship between human experience and scientific accounts of the world. According to this position, which is sometimes labelled "scientism" by critics, the empirical sciences are metaphysically and epistemologically privileged over all other forms of enquiry.
1 Hence the best account of reality we have is provided by science, and anything we take to be real should be coherently integrated into that account. 2 It is not entirely clear what is and is not metaphysically acceptable, given that current science is incomplete and that, even if we grant the possibility of a complete science, we do not know what it would look like. It is also unclear which epistemic practices are to be awarded privileged status, as the empirical sciences employ a range of different methods.
However, despite the gray areas, an intuition that unites naturalists of this persuasion is that own limitations, something that can be put right through phenomenological clarification of its presuppositions. This charge applies equally to naturalism, a doctrine that is symptomatic of that ignorance.
A closely associated but further-reaching criticism of naturalism appears, in slightly different forms, in the works of Husserl, Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty and others. Naturalism is charged with being ignorant, not merely of some feature of the world, but of the world. The world of everyday experience, it is maintained, is not incorporated into the scientifically described world, even though the latter"s intelligibility tacitly depends upon the former. Heidegger, for instance, states that the kind of "knowing" that characterises scientific enquiry presupposes "Being-in-the-world" (1962, p.90) . Science, he suggests, not only fails to adequately characterise how we find ourselves in the world; it fails to even acknowledge the existence of a world that both science and everyday life take for granted. Husserl likewise maintains that empirical science and thus naturalism have "forgotten" the world that science is rooted in. For example, he claims that, even as early as Galileo, we find "the surreptitious substitution of the mathematically substructed world of idealities for the only real world, the one that is actually given through perception" (1970, pp.48-9) . This, he adds, was then passed on to Galileo"s successors, right up to the present. For Husserl, scientific conceptions of things are useful abstractions, but their status as abstractions has been forgotten and they have come to replace the world that they depend upon. The process is analogous to our using a map to navigate and then coming to think of the relevant terrain solely in terms of the map. Merleau-Ponty similarly calls for reflection upon a world that scientific enquiry rests upon and fails to describe:
To return to things themselves is to return to that world which precedes knowledge, of which knowledge always speaks, and in relation to which every scientific schematization is an abstract and derivative sign-language, as is geography in relation to the countryside in which we have learnt beforehand what a forest, a prairie or a river is. (1962, ix) .
What are we to make of such remarks? Those who are opposed to the phenomenologists" position are unlikely to be moved. Even if science is contingently ignorant of some of its presuppositions, it is not necessarily ignorant. There is nothing to prohibit reflection upon and critique of "basic concepts" as an accompaniment to or even constituent of scientific methods. Science could strive for basic concepts that are better, according to some agreed standard (Wheeler, 2005, pp.126-7) . More generally, failure to reflect upon scientific history and culture is not something that science insists upon. So these allegations might be regarded as -at most -contingently true. In addition, failure to explicitly grasp all of one"s presuppositions is surely not specific to science. Indeed, it is arguable that all other forms of enquiry are just as guilty. So this criticism does not constitute an objection to the view that scientific practices are privileged according to some other criterion. As for the charge that science incorporates a blinkered theoretical stance that shuts out certain aspects of the world, one might be tempted to dismiss this as a caricature. It is not at all clear that empirical science is strait-jacketed by a single "stance" or "attitude" that characterises all forms and all stages of enquiry in all domains. Consider, for example, the roles that are arguably played by emotional attitudes towards one"s subject matter. Thagard (2002) 
The Sense of Reality
In this section, I will attempt to characterise the "world" of the phenomenologists, which scientific naturalism is allegedly oblivious to, in the following five steps:
a. Taking something to be real presupposes a sense of reality.
b. The "world" consists, at least in part, of this sense of reality.
c. We experience possibilities.
d.
To have a sense of reality is to experience oneself as inhabiting a possibility space.
e. This possibility space (and thus the "world") is presupposed by the scientifically described world.
First of all what is a "sense of reality"? Consider the experience of seeing a cat in front of you -what from does the appreciation that "a cat is present" take? Taking it to be the case that a cat is present is not a matter of assenting to the truth of a proposition on the basis of a prior perception. Instead, it at least seems that you are perceptually presented with an entity of the kind "cat", and that the perceptual experience incorporates a sense of the entity as there.
Taking it to be the case that the cat is there is phenomenologically distinct from imagining it, doubting that it is what it appears to be, being uncertain of its presence, anticipating its presence, and so on. If you lacked the ability to distinguish between taking something to be the case and these other possibilities, you would be unable to take anything to be the case or not the case. And what I refer to as the "sense of reality" is the ability to grasp such distinctions, to find them intelligible. So it is not simply the taking of certain things to be there or, more generally, real. Rather, it is presupposed by the possibility of doing so. Of course, a sense of something"s being the case is not limited to perceptual experience; we also have non-perceptual beliefs. I regard perceptually taking p to be the case as a form of "belief".
However, even if one were to claim that taking something to be the case (perceptually or otherwise) is not sufficient for belief (perhaps, in addition, one needs to take p to be true), it is surely necessary for belief. If we had no grasp at all of what it is for something to be or not be, we could not believe anything; an attitude of belief would be unintelligible to us.
Although a sense of something"s being the case is not exclusive to perceptual experience, I
will take perceptual experience as a starting point for reflecting upon it and articulating its structure. In the process, it will become clearer how a sense of reality can indeed be integral to perceptual experience, just as brief reflection upon the phenomenology of perception suggests that it is.
The next step is to acknowledge the sense of reality as a phenomenological achievement.
Doing so is central to the attitudinal shift that Husserl calls the "phenomenological reduction". According to Husserl, when we experience or think about something, we ordinarily do so from within an already given world. When we take something to be present, imagine it or remember it, we take that world for granted as a backdrop to our experiences and thoughts. It is not itself the object of some attitude, but a context in which we adopt various kinds of attitude towards states of affairs. The phenomenological reduction involves ceasing to take the world for granted and instead making it an explicit object of philosophical study. Importantly, it is not merely about explicitly reflecting upon something we more usually implicitly take to be the case. The world, in this sense, is presupposed by our taking anything to be the case or otherwise. Hence Husserl"s "world" consists -at least in you see is "a chair", even though only parts of it are perceptually available to you at the time.
A type of object is "naturally and simply there for us as an existing reality as we live naively in perception" (Husserl, 2001, p.35) . You experience it as an entity of a certain kind that is here now, as opposed to experiencing some other content, inferring it to be an appearance of a chair and then inferring a chair to be present here and now. Husserl maintains that doing so involves experiencing the possible as well as the actual. When an entity is perceived, the experience incorporates a structured system of possible perceptions and activities involving that entity:
Everywhere, apprehension includes in itself, by the mediation of a "sense", empty horizons of "possible perceptions"; thus I can, at any given time, enter into a system of possible and, if I follow them up, actual, perceptual nexuses. (1989, p.42) This "horizon" of possibilities is implicated in what Husserl calls "passive synthesis", our effortlessly perceiving enduring entities, rather than a chaos of changing appearances that we have to piece together with effort. Importantly, we perceive various different kinds of possibility. For example, seeing an entity such as a glass incorporates a sense of what we would see if we looked at it from another angle. What is anticipated can be more or less specific. It might take the form "move that way way to reveal a clear, curved surface" or "move that way to reveal a colour and texture, which are currently eclipsed". Husserl also stresses that the possibilities we perceive are inter-sensory. For instance, visual appearances can incorporate tactual possibilities (Husserl, 1989, p.75) . As Merleau-Ponty similarly says, the perceived thing is an "inter-sensory entity"; "any object presented to one sense calls upon itself the concordant operation of all the others" (1962, pp.317-8) . Consider how you might see a sharp knife glistening in the sun and almost feel its potential to slide across your hand and cut you.
However, Husserl does not restrict the phenomenology of possibility to the realm of potential perceptions. Perceptual possibilities imply a sense of what one would have to do in order to perceive something. The relevant activities do not always take the form "I could do p". There is a distinction between merely "open" possibilities and others that are "enticing". The latter not only present p as a possibility; they draw us in with varying degrees of "affective force" (2001, pp.83-91) . Husserl refers to of "the allure give to consciousness, the peculiar pull that an object given to consciousness exercises on the ego", the way it beckons us to actualise perceptual possibilities in a certain way (2001, p.196) . Doing so requires bodily activities such as moving one"s head in order to reveal an eclipsed surface. Now, the bodily movements that are solicited by an entity in order to further perceive it (which Husserl calls "kinaestheses") are to be distinguished from goal-directed, practical actions. Even so, the kinds of possibility that entities are perceived to offer surely reflect our various practical concerns, dispositions and capacities too. The theme of experienced practical significance is more often associated with Heidegger"s work than Husserl"s. Nevertheless, Husserl similarly appreciates that:
In ordinary life, we have nothing whatever to do with nature-Objects. What we take as things are pictures, statues, gardens, houses, tables, clothes, tools, etc. These are all value-Objects of various kinds, use-Objects, practical Objects. They are not Objects which can be found in natural science. (1989, p.29) How something is significant to us, how it "matters" to us, is at the same time a sense of the possibilities that it has to offer. Once this is acknowledged, the range of possibilities that we are receptive to expands considerably, given that things appear to us as significant in a range of different ways. Something might be practically significant in the context of some project, or perhaps threatening to us. Broad categories of mattering such as these can be subdivided.
Something can appear practically significant in so far as it is urgently required, appropriate for a task, inappropriate, cumbersome, obstructing activity and so on, and a threat might be major, minor, likely, unlikely, inevitable, distant or imminent. In addition, there is a distinction to be drawn between possible activities and possible happenings, between "I can actualise p" and "p might happen". An important complication is that possibilities present themselves not simply as "for me" but for others too (Husserl, 1960, Fifth Meditation) . A chair appears to me as something that I and others might access perceptually and practically in various ways. To add to the phenomenological complexity, kinds of significant possibility such as threat further subdivide into "threatening to us", "threatening to me but not for them", "threatening to you but not for me", and so on. Husserl supplements his account of horizons with the view that our experience of possibilities is inextricable from our bodily phenomenology. Certain bodily dispositions are, at the same time, a sense of the perceptual and practical possibilities offered by our surroundings. The body [Leib] is not only an entity within the experienced world but also that through which we experience the world, it is "the medium of all perception; it is the organ of perception and is necessarily involved in all perception" (Husserl, 1989, p.61) . Drawing on Husserl, MerleauPonty likewise maintains that "the body is our general medium for having a world" (1962, p.146). It is not merely an object of perception and thought but that through which we are open to systems of worldly possibilities.
However, for current purposes, my primary concern is not with whether or how perception of possibilities might relate to bodily experience. What is of interest is the view that we do indeed perceive various kinds of possibility, which are integral to our sense of what things are, along with our sense that they are. I concede that the view requires further development and defence. For example, there is a lack of clarity regarding where and how the distinction between perceptual and non-perceptual content should be drawn or, indeed, whether it should be drawn at all. Here, phenomenology would benefit from greater interaction with recent work in the philosophy of mind on the nature of sensory perception and perceptual content. So I do not wish to suggest that we simply accept Husserl"s account of perceptual horizons.
Nevertheless, I do think it is both clear enough and phenomenologically plausible enough to be taken seriously. How, though, do we get from the horizonal structure of entities that are experienced as residing in a world to "the world" itself? There is one more move to be made, which I think we find in the work of Husserl and Merleau-Ponty, and in a slightly different form in Heidegger, although none of them state it explicitly. That move is to distinguish between types of possibility such as "threat" and "perceptual accessibility", and tokens of those types, such as "x has threatening property p" or "y can be accessed perceptually by moving my head". The possibilities that contribute to our sense of the nature and existence of a particular entity are token possibilities. However, if we did not have access to the relevant types of possibility, such as threat and practical significance, we would not be able to experience any entity as threatening or practically significant in any way. The "world" that is presupposed by scientific accounts of things is comprised of an openness to the various types of possibility. When we experience something as threatening, perceptually accessible, available to others, and so on, we already find ourselves in a modal space that incorporates those kinds of possibility, a realm where there is the potential to encounter things in the various ways we do. The same goes for our thought; when we think about something, we already find ourselves in that same space of possibilities. At least some of these types of possibility are integral to our sense of reality. For instance, if experience incorporated no sense of anything as practically or perceptually accessible to others, the distinction between something"s being there and its being merely imagined would break down. Similarly, the sense that at least some things are "practically accessible to me" arguably contributes to a grasp of what it is for something to be "there". The world thus takes the form of a "universal horizon", a space of possibilities that constitutes our sense of reality. Various passages in
Husserl can be interpreted in ways that complement this view. For example, in the following passage, he seems to say that the world is presupposed by the intelligibility of our taking and not taking things to be the case:
It belongs to what is taken for granted, prior to all scientific thoughts and all philosophical questioning, that the world is -always is in advance -and that every correction of an opinion, whether an experiential or other opinion, presupposes the already existing world, namely, as a horizon of what in the given case is indubitably valid as existing, and presupposes within this horizon something familiar and doubtlessly certain with which that which is perhaps cancelled out as invalid came into conflict. (1970, p.110) We find similar themes in the work of Merleau-Ponty, who refers to the world as "the horizon of horizons, the style of all possible styles" (1962, p.330) . The same general point can be extracted from Heidegger"s work too. In Being and Time, he claims that the kinds of "mattering" or significant possibility that we are receptive to are symptomatic of how we find ourselves in the world [Befindlichkeit] . Being "affected by the unserviceable, resistant, or threatening character" of something is "ontologically possible only in so far as Being-in as such has been determined existentially beforehand in such a manner that what it encounters within-the-world can "matter" to it" (1962, p.176) . According to Heidegger, we can find ourselves in the world in various subtly and occasionally dramatically different ways, which he calls "moods" [Stimmungen] (1962, p.176 ).
we do so -if the phenomenological tradition were characterised principally by a series of deep disagreements about the structure of experience, its lack of consensus would serve to undermine it. In short, why trust what phenomenologists say, when they can"t even agree with each other? A central point of convergence, I propose, is the view that encountering entities in the ways we do depends upon being open to certain kinds of possibility, an openness that is inseparable from belonging to a "world". Hence the nature of the charge that naturalism overlooks the world becomes clearer: science concerns itself only with what is and is not the case, whereas the world is a modal space that is presupposed by the intelligibility of that distinction, amongst others. The "world" that phenomenologists seek to describe "is" in a quite different way to how the scientifically described world "is". The former is presupposed by the "is"/"is not" distinction, rather than being something that falls into one or the other of the two categories. It therefore has a different kind of existential status. So the phenomenologists" complaint is not principally about naturalism"s commitment to And the nature of that achievement is made no clearer by attributing it to a non-physical worldly entity rather than a physical worldly entity. The position need not amount to a criticism of science: perhaps the "world" of phenomenology is simply not its domain.
However, it is critical of scientific naturalism, which regards the deliverances of science as exhaustive. The argument runs as follows:
1. Science is concerned only with revealing what is the case.
Naturalism restricts itself to what science delivers and thus to what is the case.
3. Therefore, naturalism fails to accommodate the space of possibilities presupposed by the intelligibility of something"s being the case.
4.
The space of possibilities is a phenomenological achievement.
5.
Therefore, phenomenology cannot be naturalised.
The Sense of Unreality
Is the argument that I have pieced together a good one? The claim that science is only presupposes the intelligibility of a distinction between being, not being and possibly being the case. It is this intelligibility that is claimed to depend upon a presupposed phenomenological possibility space. And the question of whether the world explored by science ultimately does or does not incorporate possibility takes as given the intelligibility of a distinction between its being and not being the case that possibility is a constituent of scientifically described reality.
The claim that the ability to draw that distinction presupposes a phenomenology of possibility is different from the claim that, when we consider what "is", we find that it includes possibilities. However, there is surely another serious problem with the position I have sketched: it depends upon making a leap from a debatable theory of perceptual content to the claim that, in addition to experiencing token possibilities, there is an underlying phenomenology of kinds of possibility. And, even if that leap is defensible, the account rests upon a theory of perception that I have admitted to be questionable. So the naturalist could respond by challenging the claim that we experience possibilities, or the move from this to the view that the sense of reality is comprised of a phenomenological possibility space.
However, although I think that a good way to explicate the latter is by approaching it through the former, I will now suggest that it is possible to argue directly for the "possibility space"
account of "world" without first establishing that we experience token possibilities, thus weakening the force of both objections. In fact, I think there is a wealth of phenomenological support for the account: a vast body of first-person testimony is plausibly interpreted in terms of alterations in the kinds of possibility that people are receptive to, alterations that are inextricable from changes in the sense of reality. Furthermore, I have come across no other interpretive framework that can make sense of this testimony in a coherent, unifying way.
Hence it is plausible to maintain that the sense of reality has a phenomenological structure along the lines sketched here.
One of the principal sources of evidence is the experience of psychiatric illness, as conveyed by many first-person reports. There has been around a century of interaction between phenomenology and psychopathology. Most of the work done in that tradition is consistent with the view that experience incorporates a changeable sense of reality, associated with a grasp of possibilities. 7 Turning to first-person accounts of psychiatric illness, it is easy to see ….the houses in my neighbourhood seemed one-dimensional -they seemed as though they were painted, as though I could stick my hand or an object through them. Colors seemed less bright as well -but I hardly had words for all this at the time: it was an overwhelmingly preverbal feeling, but I found some words for it. (Weiner, 2003, p.369) 8 This is consistent with the view that perceptual experience is shaped by certain kinds of possibility. The perceived lack of dimensionality is related to the possibility of sticking one"s hand straight through things; they fail to offer the usual range of perceptual opportunities associated with nearby three-dimensional entities. As Renee similarly says, things looked "artificial", an experience that might be conveyed in terms of their being replicas or fakes (which might similarly lack certain possibilities associated with the genuine object) or in terms of their not being real or fully there. Weiner goes on to report how he once asked a psychiatrist whether he had ever thought everything might be illusory. Just asking the question, he recalls, "produced a chilling feeling that he [the psychiatrist] did not exist" Although I have focused on schizophrenia here in order to illustrate how the claim that we experience ourselves as inhabiting a possibility space might be defended, it is worth stressing that changes in the sense of reality are certainly not exclusive to schizophrenia. They also occur in a range of other psychiatric conditions. For example, people diagnosed with forms of depression often report that they reside in a different "world" or that they are irrevocably cut off from the world. Typical complaints include the following: also be characterised in terms of a "world" that lacks something or seems somehow different, in a way that shapes all of one"s experiences and thoughts. And I suggest that they too can be described phenomenologically in terms of the kinds of possibility that one is open to. Of course, one could still refuse to interpret all of the testimony alluded to here in such a way as to support the phenomenological conception of "world". However, I think that, when considered as a whole, the body of testimony is compelling enough to lend considerable weight to the phenomenologists" position.
Conclusion
If the account of world that I have briefly sketched here is along the right lines, then naturalism has overlooked something important. In short, attempts to naturalise human experience lack sufficient appreciation of what it is that they seek to naturalise. Although many different characterisations of human experience or "phenomenal consciousness" inform naturalistic projects, I know of none that clearly acknowledge the aspect of experience that the phenomenologists seek to make explicit. McGinn (1989, p.349) summarises the problem for naturalism with the oft-quoted question "how can technicolor phenomenology arise from soggy gray matter?" However, if what I have suggested is right, the question needs to be 9 These are responses to a questionnaire study that I recently carried out with colleagues. See Ratcliffe (forthcoming) for a detailed phenomenological discussion of depression and the sense of reality, which includes a defence of the view that depression involves changes in a phenomenological possibility space. 10 However, there are many elaborate descriptions to be found in good literature (Ratcliffe, 2008, Chapter 2). reformulated in this rather more complicated and inelegant way: how can an inventory of what "is" accommodate an experienced possibility space that is presupposed by the intelligibility of what is, a space that is surely attributable to "consciousness" but presents itself as the shared world that we find ourselves in, rather than as something originating in a subjective perspective? Alternatively, one might regard the latter question as simply different from McGinn"s, in which case the naturalist has failed to acknowledge an aspect of experience, rather than misconstrued it.
Hence the phenomenologists" case against naturalism does, I think, make plausible the conclusion that naturalistic explanations of human experience are impoverished, confused or -perhaps -both. However, this does not imply the rejection of naturalism. The naturalist could concede that the conceptions of human experience she has been working with are inadequate, and thus attempt to re-characterise what it is she seeks to naturalise. But there is a further problem for her to deal with. What the naturalist also needs is some argument to the effect that the methods and deliverances of scientific enquiry ultimately have priority over those of phenomenological enquiry. It may well be coherent to maintain that a scientific picture of what is the case should aspire to include an account of how the sense of reality that allows us to operate with an "is"/"is not" distinction originates. Then again, it is just as coherent for the phenomenologist to maintain that a scientific picture of things can be assimilated by a more encompassing phenomenological account of how we find ourselves in the world. 11 As the space of possibilities revealed by phenomenology has not yet been acknowledged by the naturalist, we do not currently have the required argument in support of naturalism.
